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what hovers before me, although it is 
so vivid, is not to be told save by the 
Bible itself, which, as I have said at 
the outset, needs no one to speak for 
it. Nay, it is the Bible that speaks 
in my behalf, and as I listen debate 



ceases, difficulties are forgotten, anxiety 
disappears, and I am as a child in 
the arms of One who knows what I am, 
whence I came, why I am here, and 
whither I go, and who smiles at my 
terrors. 



THE ABUSE OF BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

(Concluded) 



G. H. RICHARDSON, PH.D. 
Glyndon, Minnesota 



Turning from the New Testament 
to the Old Testament it is well to ask 
at this point: Will the theories of the 
pan-Baby lonists stand the test of archae- 
ology? Will they bear the full light 
of scientific fact ? Have not its theories 
been so loudly proclaimed and dog- 
matically asserted that many have taken 
loud and dogmatic assertion for proof? 
What can we think of the life and religion 
of Israel if pan-Babylonism is correct? 
They have appealed to Caesar and it is 
well that they should go for trial. 

Few books have caused a greater 
stir in the world of biblical studies than 
the celebrated lectures given by Fried- 
rich Delitzsch in Berlin under the title 
Babel and Bible, 1 with the subtitle, 
"Three Lectures on the Significance of 
Assyriological Research for Religion." 
Now that some years have passed since 
the delivery of these lectures we can 
gauge their findings better, perhaps, 
than could the hearers. There is no 
question that Delitzsch has brought 

1 The edition I use is that published by the Open Court Publishing Company, and embodies 
''the most important criticisms and author's replies." 



together many rays of light to shine upon 
the Old Testament, but at the same time 
we have to state that he has abused the 
archaeological evidence by making it 
bear more than it legitimately can. 
The impression is left, after reading the 
lectures, that he has too much idealized 
Babel while depreciating Bible, that he 
has considered the best elements in 
Babel and the worst in Bible, that he 
has had eyes only for what was noblest 
and best in Babylonian life and litera- 
ture while noting only the lower ele- 
ments in Israel. We do not say that 
this was the author's intention, though 
the entire material is given as if a case 
had to made out at any price. Cornill, 
speaking of the first chapters, writes: 

The impression that the lecture is apt 
to make on unprofessional readers is that 
the Bible and its religion is to a certain 
extent a mere offshoot of Babylonian 
heathendom which we have "in purer and 
more original form" in Babel; and this 
impression is intensified by the fact that 
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Delitzsch, by his own statements, actually 
expects from the results of the Assyrian 
and Babylonian excavations the advent 
of a new epoch in the interpretation as well 
as in the understanding of the Old Testa- 
ment. 

Gunkel makes practically the same 
criticism. 

Into the many questions raised by 
the book we cannot enter, and need not, 
seeing that a great literature has been 
called out already in attack and defense. 
At the same time there are a few of its 
statements we can deal with. We have 
already acknowledged the Babylonian 
influence on the legends of the Creation, 
Deluge, etc., but consciously or uncon- 
sciously Delitzsch has attributed too 
much to Babel. Of the Creation story 
in Genesis he asks: 

Shall we be astonished to learn that 
entire cycles of biblical stories have been 
suddenly brought to light from the darkness 
of the Babylonian treasure heaps in much 
purer and more primitive form than they 
exist in the Bible itself ?' 

This is a radical misstating of fact, a 
veritable abuse of archaeology. The 
"purer forms" have not been found, and 
we add that we should be very much 
surprised if they were, if what has so 
far been found is any indication of what 
is still buried in Babylonian treasure 
heaps. Of all this Cornill says: 

We have long known that the biblical 
story of Creation (Gen. I) reposed on a 
Babylonian foundation: but the only 
genuinely religious and imperishable facts 
of this history, the Almighty God, creator 
of heaven and earth, who speaks and it 
comes to pass, who commands and it is so, 

1 Babel and Bible, p. 38. 3 Ibid., p. 133 



the holy personal God, who created man 
in His own image and intrusted him with the 
duties attendant upon morality and a reli- 
gious life, was given to the world not by 
Babel, but by Bible.' 

Of the Sabbath, Delitzsch writes: 

In the last resort we are indebted to 
this ancient nation on the banks of the 
Euphrates and Tigris for the plenitude of 
blessings that flow from our day of Sabbath 
or Sunday rest. 

Apart from his misstatement regarding 
the days of rest, and apart from leaving 
unmentioned the inconvenient (for his 
theory) nineteenth day, this also is a. 
sad abuse of the evidence. In fact, is 
there a particle of evidence for the state- 
ment? Cornill shows that instead of 
being the equivalent of our Sabbath — 

these were the days that the Romans called 
the dies atri, and are we to believe that the 
dies atri of the Babylonians, which were 
inseparably linked with the dates of the 
calendar, are our biblical Sabbaths ? Never ! 
The Sabbath as "the day of the Lord," 
the view that on one day in every week we 
should cast aside all the trials and tribula- 
tions of our earthly life and live for God 
alone and be happy in communion with Him 
is exclusively the property of the Bible, and 
for the "plenitude of blessings" contained 
in it the world is indebted, not to Babel, 
but to Bible.' 

A very storm center were the words 
of Delitzsch regarding the name Yahweh. 
As to the interpretation of the signs 
found on the cuneiform tablets in the 
British Museum from the time of Ham- 
murabi, scholars are not yet agreed. 
That Delitzsch is correct when he argues 
Yahweh was a deity recognized at that 

3 Ibid., p. 132. 



176 



THE BIBLICAL WORLD 



era we are persuaded. As to the inter- 
pretation we are content to quote the 
words of Professor W. R. Rogers: "The 
reading is certain, the only possible 
doubt concerns the interpretation." 1 
At the same time we believe that De- 
litzsch has read too much modern 
evangelical theology into his interpre- 
tation. He says: 

Yahweh, the Abiding One, the Perma- 
nent One (for such is, as we have reason to 
believe, the significance of the name), who, 
unlike man, is not tomorrow a thing of the 
past, but one that endures forever, that 
lives and labors for all eternity above the 
broad, resplendent, law-bound canopy of 
the stars — it was this Yahweh that con- 
stituted the primordial patrimony of those 
Canaanite tribes from which centuries 
afterward the twelve tribes of Israel 
sprang. 2 

We are not anxious to preserve a 
name to Israel, but is it a fact that such 
a conception regarding any god was 
in the world at this time? Did the 
"Canaanites of the Hammurabi period" 
rise — in fact, could they rise — to such 
a conception? Rogers writes: 

At first sight this may seem like a star- 
tling robbery of Israel, this taking away from 
her the divine name of Jahweh as an exclu- 
sive possession. But it is not so. Jahweh 
himself is not taken away. He remains the 
priceless possession, the chief glory of Israel. 
It is only a name that is shown to be wide- 
spread. And the name matters little. The 
great question is, what does this name con- 
vey ? what is its theological content ? The 
name came to Israel from the outside. But 



into that vessel a long line of prophets from 
Moses onward poured such a flood of attri- 
butes as never a priest in all Western Asia, 
from Babylonia to the Sea, ever dreamed of 
in his highest moments of spiritual insight. 
In this name, and through Israel's history, 
God chose to reveal himself to Israel, and 
by Israel to the world. Therein lies the 
supreme and lonesome superiority of Israel 
over Babylon.s 

And as a reply to the exaggerated 
statements made by Delitzsch regard- 
ing the monotheism of Babylonia 4 let 
us continue this quotation. 

During all those centuries from the 
dawn of human history until the fall of 
Babylon in 538 B.C., polytheism, crass 
polytheism, had reigned supreme in Baby- 
lonia and Assyria. But in the little land 
of Israel monotheism struggled up through 
great and sore tribulation and at length 
mastered the people, and through their 
witness now marches on to possess the 
minds of all men. Marduk in Babylon and 
Asshur in Assyria had little gleams of an 
ethical message now and again, but there 
was no power in it. But the Hebrew 
people seize the one name, even the name 
of Jau, and in their hands it becomes a 
living and ethical power, growing and in- 
creasing until Jesus, greatest of the prophets, 
completed the message of his predecessors. 5 

And yet again Rogers says: 

The Babylonians, with all their wonderful 
gifts, were never able to conceive of one 
god, of one god alone, of one god whose 
very existence made logically impossible the 
existence of any other deity. Monotheism 
transcends the spiritual grasp of the Baby- 
lonian mind. 



1 The Religion of Babylonia and Assyria, pp. 92-93. ' Babel and Bible, p. 62. 

* Rogers, The Religion of Babylonia and Assyria, p. 96. See also Koenig, The Bible and Babylon, 
pp. 68-79. 

* Babel and Bible, pp. 59, 146, 147- s Rogers, op. cit. p. 98. 
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As a reply to Delitzsch wherein he 
refuses to see a revelation in Israel 
(p. 70, "we continue, from ignorance, 
indifference, or blindness to concede 
to those early Israelitic oracles the 
character of a 'revelation,' which cannot 
be justified either in the light of science 
or that of religion or ethics"), we would 
quote Gunkel when he says of the religion 
of Israel: 

What sort of religion is it? A true 
miracle of God's among the religions of the 

Ancient Orient He who looks upon 

this religion with believing eyes will confess 
with us: To this people God had disclosed 
Himself! Here God was more clearly and 
closely known than anywhere else in the 
Ancient Orient, until the time of Jesus 
Christ, our Lord! This is the religion on 
which we depend, from which we have ever 
to learn, on whose foundations our whole 
civilization is built; we are Israelites in 
religion even as we are Greeks in art and 
Romans in law. Thus if the Israelites are 
far beneath the Babylonians in many mat- 
ters of civilization, none the less are they 
far above them in religion; Israel is and 
remains the people of revelation. 

We cannot escape the findings of 
archaeology, and those findings, to use 
the words of Gunkel, prove that "the 
religion of Babylonia is indubitably 
polytheistic, and, in fact, it has a thor- 
oughly crass, grotesque pantheon." Into 
the many other questions raised by this 
book we cannot enter even briefly, for 
we are writing a paper, not a book. All 
we can do is to urge the student to read 
the notes and criticisms in the volume 
already named, 1 particularly those by 
Halevy (remembering his views on the 



Sumerians) and Cornill. What a pro- 
found pity that Delitzsch did not content 
himself with citing the archaeological 
facts and leave the conclusions to his 
hearers and readers! As it is, we are 
warranted in saying that he has made 
great mistakes, exaggerations, and un- 
warranted inferences. No wonder that 
even an admirer has to say of the lec- 
tures: "Obviously they were carelessly 
prepared, and the men who know 
better felt indignant to see a number of 
statements become current which were 
obviously untenable and even indefen- 
sible." 

But if Delitzsch chastised orthodoxy 
with whips, what shall we say of Winck- 
ler, Jeremias, Zimmern, Jensen, Gunkel, 
Baentsch, and Benzinger, not to men- 
tion others ? They have brought forth 
the scorpions. Some of these write 
as if every scrap of archaeological evi- 
dence yet unearthed had supported their 
astral theories together with their views 
of the life and religion of Israel. 

It is evident that in a paper such as 
this we cannot do more than make notes 
of these theories. We hope, however, to 
give enough to show that archaeological 
facts have been pressed so far (and, we 
fear, manufactured) that they have been 
abused. It fact, they have been "made 
to prove" the pan-Babylonian view of 
the Bible. 

What is the pan-Babylonian view? 
Briefly it is this: The universe is double. 
There are the heavens and the earth 
exactly corresponding with one another. 
Both are divided into three identical 
sections. The earth answers to the 



1 The Open Court edition. See also Koenig, The Bible and Babylon, though this must be read 
carefully, seeing that Koenig is as much swayed by his theory as is Delitzsch. See also the list of 
criticisms in Rogers, op. cit., p. 92. 
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zodiac, so that if one can understand 
the zodiac he can read the whole history 
of the earth. The moving stars serve 
as the interpreters of the will of the gods, 
while the fixed stars are, as it were, a 
commentary on these. Jeremias says, 
"The stars rule the changes of the 
times." Marduk (Jupiter) and Ishtar 
(Venus) are the chiefs of this heavenly 
world, while Nabu (Mercury), Ninib 
(Mars), and Nergal (Saturn) are their 
helpers. On this foundation the priests 
of Babylonia built a great world-view, 
which, radiating from Babylonia, spread 
itself over the whole Orient. The divi- 
sions in the country are traced to the 
divisions in the heavens, the heavenly 
division being ruled over by a god, the 
earthly division or city being ruled over 
by a "king," the king being the incarna- 
tion of the god. For the remainder of 
this theory let us quote the words of 
Professor Rogers: 

According to Winckler, all the myths and 
legends of the ancient world are hereby to 
be interpreted. Nothing even in history, 
properly so called, is to be understood other- 
wise. "An oriental history without con- 
sideration of the world-era is unthinkable. 
The stars rule the changes of the times" 
(Jeremias). According to this view astrol- 
ogy is the last word of science in antiquity. 
There is no view of myth or legend or his- 
tory to be taken without it. But it sweeps 
out far beyond Babylonia and Assyria. 
All peoples of antiquity come within its 
scope. Is there mystery anywhere, this 
ancient oriental conception of the universe 
will explain it. Naturally enough, Israel 
is swept within its province. Saul is the 
moon, and David is Marduk and Solomon 
is Nabu. The entire literature of Israel, 
all her history, all her theology, all her think- 

1 Rogers, op. cit. 



ing are, so this theory would have it, but the 
outworking of the Babylonian idea. Every- 
thing in Israel is Babylon, and Babylon is 
everything. 1 

No wonder that Jeremias speaks of 
it as an "epoch-making discovery, of 
far-reaching consequences for the under- 
standing of the Old Testament manner 
of speech." 

We recognize that this is a very inade- 
quate presentation of the theory. It 
is impossible to give in a few sentences 
anything that will convey adequately 
the views held by these scholars and we 
shall have to urge the reading of their 
works or summaries by others; but 
even from what has been said, one can 
see that the very foundations are torn 
up if the views are correct. But are 
they correct? Is there proof for such 
views? Has archaeology spoken in 
favor of the theories? Am I too dog- 
matic when I say that there is not a 
shred of evidence from archaeology 
for the views of the pan-Babylonian? 
This is a strong way of putting the 
matter, but we feel absolutely on safe 
ground when we so state. We do not 
question that, given a theory, many 
findings of archaeology resemble points 
in the theory, but resemblance is not 
confirmation. Even granting that cer- 
tain Babylonian myths, etc., resemble 
the biblical stories, it is not scientific 
to scrape together a conglomerate from 
all the quarters and ages of Babylonian 
history and then say, "See how Israel 
has borrowed from Babylon." Such, 
however, is the method of the compara- 
tive mythologists. We take a further 
step and challenge the pan-Babylonists 
of this school to produce any evidence 
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whatever that their views of the astral 
religion of Babylonia were ever held in 
the way they assert. That certain 
elements in it were held at varying 
times we admit. Hepatoscopy (divina- 
tion by the liver of sacrificial animals) 
which plays a part in these theories was 
long an element in the religious life of 
Babylonia. 1 That the stars played a 
part in the life of men was another ele- 
ment. (Delitzsch saw a Babylonian 
element in the visit of the Wise Men to 
Jesus at his birth.) And so one could 
go on. But this is not what the pan- 
Babylonists teach. They teach that the 
whole scheme as given by them was at 
one and the same time a world-view, 
in fact the world-view of Babel. And 
where is the proof that this was the 
world-view of Israel? Rogers says: 

The only point I wish strongly to empha- 
size is that Israel's religious literature 
affords absolutely no proof of the existence 
in Israel's thinking of any such theory of 
the universe as Winckler has imagined. 2 

And of the Babylonian view as taught 
he adds: 

It lacks altogether the one greatest of all 
needs, and that is evidence. 

After such words from such an author- 
ity, not to mention others, we can afford 
to let this theory pass with others of its 
kind into oblivion. Along with it we 
can also send the theories of a number 



of Old Testament books, e.g., the Book 
of Esther which, according to Zimmern 
and others, is simply a Babylonian 
legend or series of legends accommo- 
dated to Judaism. Esther is Ishtar, 
Mordecai is Marduk, the struggle be- 
tween Mordecai and Haman is the 
struggle between Marduk and Tiamat, 
etc. 

And what shall we say of that other 
school of critics, the upholders of the 
North Arabian theory, or, as it has been 
called, the Jerahmeelite theory, 3 advo- 
cated in different ways by Hugo Winck- 
ler, Canon Cheyne, and Hommel? 
Canon Cheyne did most to popularize 
this theory and to keep it before the 
public, and we shall deal with his view 
for the greater part. 4 

Whereas the pan-Babylonists would 
derive everything in the Old Testament 
from Babel, the North Arabian theorists 
would derive it all from the Jerah- 
meelites and from North Arabia. 
Canon Cheyne wrote, after rebuking 
some who scoffed at "unfamiliar names": 

There are too many glad to scoff at un- 
familiar names [he means Mizrim, Asshur 
and Cush in Arabia], not being aware that 
the questions, "Which were the powers in 
closest contact with Israel?" and "Where 
did the ancestors of Israel sojourn before 
entering Canaan?" are symbolized by these 
names. And not only this, but the due com- 
prehension of the Hebrew traditions is 



1 See Jastrow. The Religion of Babylonia and Assyria, also a review of this book in Records 
of the Past, November-December, 1907. 

' Religion of Babylonia and Assyria, p. 222. 

3 Canon Cheyne objected to this name for the theory; see Hibbert Journal, October, 1908, 
P- 134. 

4 Canon Cheyne, Hibbert Journal, July, October, 1903; October, 1908; April, 1909. "Tradi- 
tions and Beliefs of Ancient Israel"; "The Decline and Fall of the Kingdom of Judah," Encyclopaedia 
Biblica. See also an article on "The 'Jerahmeel' Theory and the Historic Importance of the 
Negeb," by Professor N. Schmidt, in the Hibbert Journal, January, 1908. 
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bound up with the investigation of this 
subject. 1 

After this he gives a number of quo- 
tations from the Old Testament where, 
after much philological twisting, we 
find Jerahmeel predominant, which fact 
"proves" that there was a second and 
even a third Musri entirely distinct from 
"the better known Mizrim, i.e., the Nile 
Valley. " Of course we should expect him 
to add, as he does: "About the second 
Muzri, I admit, there is still much dis- 
pute," though we cannot deny that there 
is inscriptional evidence pointing to the 
existence of another Muzri which can- 
not be questioned. 

The acceptance of the theory in full 
demands the rewriting of the early 
history of Israel. Israel was never 
captive in the Nile Mizrim but in the 
Arabian Muzri. Moses was " a mythical 
figure," according to Schmidt, 2 a god. 
According to Eduard Meyer, 3 Moses was 
"the mythical ancestor of the Levitical 
priesthood at Kadesh Barnea." Ac- 
cording to Schmidt in the same article, 
"the figure of Aaron seems, indeed, to 
have been .... remodeled on that 
of Jeroboam." "As an Edomitish god, 
Aaron was apparently coupled with his 
brother Moses the 'deliverer.'" There 
is no wonder that we are told by Profes- 
sor Schmidt when he sums up the book 
by Meyer: 

Professor Eduard Meyer .... clearly 
recognizes that the earliest tradition knows 
nothing about an Egyptian Moses, and he 
regards Moses as the mythical ancestor 
of the Levitical priesthood at Kadesh 
Barnea, and first representative there of the 

1 Hibbert Journal, October, 1908, p. 134. 

2 Ibid., January, 1908. 

3 Ibid. 4 Ibid. 



cult of Yahwe, the god of Sinai, a volcanic 
mountain in Southern Edom. Nothing can 
show more clearly than his recently pub- 
lished work, Die Israeliten und ihre Nach- 
barstamme, 1906, how inevitably modern 
historical research, when it seeks for the 
earliest history of the Hebrew tribes, must 
travel away from Egypt into Northwest 
Arabia. 4 

According to the first-named volume 
by Cheyne, practically all the early 
traditions of Israel are due to the Jerah- 
meelites. In an article he writes: 

Professor Smith does not seem to have 
realized that the stories which underlie 
the Israelite legends were, many of them, 
brought from a distance, and that with the 
stories came the names of the legendary 
places and the legendary heroes. These 
stories, if I see aright, were derived from 
different tribes, all Jerahmeelite, and it is 
probable that almost in each the name 
Jerahmeel took a different form or forms. 
That ethnic names like Jerahmeel, Ishmael, 
Asshur, Israel, should be worn down by use, 
was inevitable, and the attrition would have 
different results among different groups of 
people. When, therefore, it is said that 
Jabal and Jubal are forms of Jerahmeel, 
and that Jubal is a form of Ishmael, it is 
not meant that they come directly from 
Jerahmeel or Ishmael but from some popu- 
lar or tribal corruption of these names. 5 

Professor Schmidt writes: 

Professor Cheyne became convinced that 
not only had the most important ethnic 
elements entering into the composition of the 
Bene Israel, and the most significant reli- 
gious movements characterizing their exist- 
ence, come from Arabia through the Negeb 
into Palestine, but friendly and hostile 



s Ibid., October, 1908. 
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relations between Judah and Jerahmeelites, 
Mizrites, Asshurites, and other southern 
tribes had also been the distinguishing 
features of post-exilic life in Judea. 1 

As another phase of this theory we 
are told that Caphtor cannot be Crete, 
and that the Cherethites were not 
Philistines. Instead we are told that — 
Caphtor is obviously an Arabian region, and 
by a permutation of letters "flnSS has not 
improbably come from fYQPH (Rehoboth). 
And now at length we see that the Chere- 
thites were, very certainly, North Arabians 
and probably Rehobothites. 3 

David was a kinsman of these : ' ' How 
else could he so easily have obtained a 
hold on the Negeb?" "Bethlehem" is 
a popular variation of some shortened 
form of "Jerahmeel." Solomon, if he 
was not a mythological figure, was a 
North Arabian. His "Egyptian" wife 
was a princess of North Arabia, seeing 
that her father was a "king" in that 
region. If the Gezer given by this ruler 
to Solomon at his wedding was the 
biblical Gezer excavated by Macalister, 
then it was held by North Arabians and 
not Egyptians, the Egyptian legend 
being due to either a lapse of national 
memory, or to the fact that when the 
story was written or re-edited Israel was 
then in close contact with Egypt and this 
colored the legend. 

We need not continue to quote from 
these theorists for we have already 
quoted enough for any reader to get the 
general drift of the theory. It is now 
time to ask: Is there any archaeological 
evidence for this complete subversion 
of all we have ever learned regarding 
the people of Israel ? 

1 Hibbert Journal, January, 1908. 

* Ibid., October, 1908. 



We do not question the archaeological 
facts brought to light, for that would 
be very foolish. We do not question 
that we shall have to change many of 
our ideas regarding the life-history of 
Israel. But is the North Arabian 
journey the journey we shall have to 
take when we seek for the revision? 
Have not the archaeological facts been 
read too much in the light of the theory ? 
Canon Cheyne admits that Edward 
Meyer "rejects with insistent dogmatism 
the fundamental elements of the North 
Arabian theory." He complains that 
"scholars of the first rank fail to see" 
the facts in the case and that they 
reject it root and branch and call it a 
phantasy. Can it be that they have 
not seen the evidence? We have a 
right to ask for the monumental and 
other evidences for this theory, but the 
monumental evidence is not forth- 
coming. It is not scientific to build 
on some possible future monumental 
evidence. So far Palestine and Arabia 
have not furnished the evidence. Dr. 
Astley writes, in reply to a criticism by 
Cheyne: 

As regards the "North Arabian theory" 
itself, as Dr. Cheyne prefers to call it, there 
is no doubt much to be said for the view 
that North Arabian tribes, whether known 
as Asshur (or Shur), or Ashhur, or Muzri, 
or Mizrim, or Jerahmeel, had more influence 
upon Canaan and upon Israel than has 
hitherto been supposed; and the Babylonian 
inscriptions to which Dr. Cheyne refers 
make it possible, if not probable, that the 
name Muzri or Mizrim was applied to 
North Arabia, and perhaps also to Syria, 
as well as to the better known Mizraim, the 
land of Egypt. But that the Israelitish 
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clans were never in Egypt, and that there 
was no Egyptian bondage and no deliver- 
ance, and that all the ideas of more than 
thirty centuries are absolutely without 
foundation, and that all references to Muzri 
or Mizrim in the Old Testament are wrongly 
pointed in the Massoretic text so as to read 
Mizraim, i.e., Egypt, and must be limited 
to North Arabia (or Syria), as Winckler 
first advanced, and as Dr. Cheyne strives to 
prove, is too difficult of belief without more 

cogent proofs than any yet adduced 

The whole process savors too much of the 
teaching of the Oxford professor of former 
days who declared to his class: "In etymol- 
ogy, gentlemen, you must pay no regard 
to the consonants, and still less to the 
vowels!" There is an appearance of jug- 
gling and verbal legerdemain about it, which 
must always fail to commend itself to the 
plain man. 1 

As to Solomon's wife and his North 
Arabian father-in-law, we think it 
enough to say that all the excavations 
carried on by Macalister at Gezer are 
against the theory in that Egyptian 
objects were found in abundance, but 
nothing of a North Arabian variety, 
which must surely have been there had 
it been for so long in the hands of such 
people. 

As to the Cherethites and Pelethites 
and Caphtor, we think that the evidence 
produced in the Schweich Lectures 2 by 
Macalister is sufficient to prove that 
Caphtor is Crete, that the Cherethites 

1 Hibbert Journal, January, 1909, pp. 442-43. 

2 The Philistines. 



were Cretans, and that a North 
Arabian Caphtor and Cherethite are 
myths. 

Like the pan-Babylonists, and like 
the conservatives, the North Arabian 
theorists have not in every case been able 
to distinguish between illustration and 
confirmation. A resemblance is good 
for purposes of illustration, but when it 
is called a confirmation, then the mistake 
is made. Each party has been too eager 
to find support for its theories in the 
monuments. Each has tried to make 
the monuments speak in its behalf until 
men are beginning to say of archaeology 
as was said of the Bible, " You can make 
it prove anything." Will not these 
writers continue their helpful researches 
in the field of archaeology so that we 
may have still more light upon the 
nations of the past, and particularly 
upon Israel, but will they not tell us 
when they are theorizing on the facts 
instead of writing as if fact and theory 
were all one? If they will gather the 
facts of archaeology together and give 
them to us in a readable form, surely 
if we are intelligent enough to read their 
findings we are intelligent enough to 
draw our own conclusions. For the 
sake of the present and future young 
students in this wonderfully fascinating 
field we make a plea for a distinction 
between fact and theory in the realm of 
biblical archaeology. 



